pg. 4-469 - change second full paragraph:
Based on average rotations of 60 years (40-80 years), it could be expected that those
stands which fall outside such areas would provide 0 percent (0-12 percent) complex

of proposed NRF management areas and Dispersal management areas...

pg. 4-470 - change first paragraph under heading West-Side Planning Units:
Alternative C would resemble Alternative B with some exceptions. The NRF-
management areas would have a goal of 60 percent NRF instead of 50 percent NRF. Itis

] | tadditionat-habitat-thi y > hetife-of-the-plami
companson—toﬁhematrvc—B— This aspect of Alternative C may not result in a drastic
changes from Alternative B because many areas are habitat and habitat-growth
llmlted Eventually, there will be some increase observed in older forests. The main
difference between Alternatives B and C would likely occur as a result of the additional
83,000 acres of west-side NRF management areas provided under Alternative C. Itcan

pg. 4-470 - change forth paragraph under heading West-Side Planning Units:
It is expected that Alternative C would provide greater amounts of complex forest than
either Alternative A or B. Even if the 60 percent NRF goal resulted in no more complex

forest, the approximately 83,000 acres of additional NRF
result in 34-percent more complex forest at year 2096. 2

ly

Alternative B (31 percent)...

pg. 4-474 - change first paragraph:

- this alternative, some older forest is expected to occur in the 300-acre nest groves
atches provided in the owl strategy during the research and transition phases of

m ging these sites. Most murrelet sites would be expected to eventually become older
forest as would the 25-foot no-harvest riparian buffer and possibly even the 25- to 100-
foot minimal-harvest zone.

pg. 4-474 - change second paragraph:

Based on DNR estimates, 12 percent of DNR-managed lands on the west side (excluding
the OESF) would be in this habitat category at year 2096. This estimate includes riparian
areas, unstable slopes, and murrelet sites, as well as 2 habitat provided for owls.
The distribution of older forests will be determined largely by the location of NRF
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§. At year 2096, it is expected that 12 percent:‘of the Dispersal management* areas,

32 percent of the NRF management areas, and 9 percent of the remaining areas would be
in older forest.

pg. 4-474 - change forth paragraph:
...In Alternative C, it would be expected that greatcrﬁm—]%perccnt—thc—armmt—dnt—rs

pg. 4-474 - change last paragraph on page: ‘
This alternative contains an objective of 20 percent of forest

uivalent—in

pg. 4-475 - change paragraph under heading West-Side Planning Units:

It is estimated that Alternative A would provide more older forest (16 percent) than
Alternative B (12 percent) or C (greater-thant4 25 percent), but this would not be
guaranteed. It is likely that Alternative C would provide more than Alternative B based
primarily on the 60 percent NRF target, the additional NRF management areas, and the
higher habitat-quality standards.

pg. 4-476 - change second paragraph:
...Unstable slopes may be deferred from harvest until more is learned about how these
slopes can be _managed without increasing the risk of mass wasting and erosion. It is

: . The stage of forest development on
these unstable s opes varies across the lan scape One common factor is that they are
located adjacent to or nearby streams or seeps. Although we do not know the size or
shape of these patches, adjacency to the riparian corridor system should compliment the
forests found within those corridors.

pg. 4-477 - change first full paragraph:

This alternative, which would eventually supply 50 percent of significant landscape areas
in owl habitat, would logically be expected to produce significant amounts of interior
forest in

pg. 4-477 - change third full paragraph:
This alternative, which would eventually supply 60 percent of significant landscape areas
in owl habitat or better, would logically be expected to produce significant amounts of

interior forest i m those areas
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pg. 4-480 - delete first full paragraph and replace with:

_ Under this
alternatlve the harvest of stands younger than 100 years of age is distributed through time
to strike a balance with regrowth. It is estimated that at year 2096, 5-10 percent of the
OESF would be in closed forest. :

pg. 4-480 and 4-481 - change next to last paragraph on page:
Little difference exists between alternatives. The No Action alternative might produce 29
percent closed-canopy forest at year 2096, but results under this alternative are highly

variable. Itisumcertainrto-whatdegrecAlternatives B-and-€-would-vary-fromone
another: It is estimated that Alternative B will contribute about 31 percent closed forest

pg. 4-481 add to first partial paragraph

the remaining areas.

pg. 4-481 - change second paragraph under heading Remarks Relative to
Cumulative Effects:
Reduction in the amount and patch size of closed forests and older categories in certain

landscapes (e.g., southwest Washington and the ¢ Klickitat Planning
Unit) may impact species utilizing contiguous forests such as the northern goshawk, and
fragmentation and isolation may impact a number of low-mobility species.

pg. 4-483 - change paragraph under heading West-Side Planning Units:

Based on DNR estimates, 15-20-2t percent of DNR-managed lands on the west side
(exclusive of the OESF) would be in this habitat category at year 2096. This estimate
includes riparian areas, unstable slopes, and murrelet sites, as well as habitat provided for
owls. Based on average rotations of 60 years (40-80 years), it could be expected that
those stands which fall outside such areas would provide 33 percent (25-50 percent)
dense pole forests. It is expected that there would be little difference between areas. For
instance, at year 2096 under Alternative B, it is expected that dense pole forests would
encompass 13 percent of NRF management ar

areas, and 23 percent of the remaining areas.
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pg. 4-484 - change fifth paragraph:

...It is expected that there would be little difference between areas. For instance, at year
2096 under Alternative B, it is expected that regeneration forests would encompass 5
percent of NRF management areas, 8 percent of Dispersal management areas, and 12

.......

b s ] o hod
It is expected that species such as the snowshoe hare will find sufficient
amounts of foraging habitat throughout the planning period.

pg. 4-485 - change last paragraph on page:

Based on DNR estimates, 5 4-6 percent of DNR-managed lands on the west side
(exclusive of the OESF) would be in this habitat category at year 2096. This estimate
includes riparian areas, unstable slopes, and murrelet sites, as well as habitat provided for
owls. Based on average rotations of 60 years (40-80 years), it could be expected that
those stands which fall outside such areas would provide 17 percent (12-25 percent) open
forests. It is expected that there would be some difference between areas. For instance,
at year 2096 under Alternative B, it is expected that open forests would encompass 2
percent of NRF management area f Di 1 d7

pg. 4-487 - change third subheading and paragraph under heading Wildlife Trees:
ALTERNATIVES B;-C; AND 2; AND-3

Altematlves
least two large

} would employ a leave tree strategy which would focus on leaving at
er acre in harvested areas. ' Iee Snags per
Large trees left
in harvested units would be selected for characteristics important to wildlife and will
provide habitat for many species which utilize openings. For example, bluebirds, violet-
green swallows, kestrels, and Lewis' woodpeckers utilize snags and trees with cavities
when they occur within and adjacent to open areas. Rufous hummingbirds utilize trees
for nesting in very early stages of forest succession and rely on dense stems and foliage
for nesting sites. | he ;

These alternatives should provide a much greater quality of leave trees

No Action alternative; but-wouldnot-provide-any-additiomat-snags.

pg. 4-487 - add a forth paragraph under heading Wildlife Trees:

Or nesnng in very early stages
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pg. 4-488 - add to first partial paragraph: ‘
...Snags would only be guaranteed in the short term (early seral stands) under

pg. 4-488 - change first full paragraph:

None of the pther alternatives guarantee the provision of snags above current state
regulations...However, a strategy which would provide clumps of leave trees and snags
every S acres, would likely serve the needs of

flying squirrels and other such species quite well. Flying squirrels are important prey
species for several forest carnivores; including spotted owls. Important considerations
with regard to wildlife are the amount, quality, and distribution of leave trees and snags.
Vaux's swift, fisher, and marten require hollow snags which are often in short supply.
Some species of trees, which rot more rapidly in the core leaving a structurally-sound
shell surrounding a softer or hollow core, provide superior cavity-nesting opportunities

pg- 4-491 - change second paragraph:
Act1v1t1es which may occur w1thm the buffer §

...................................

document Altematlve B would perm1t actlons S0 long as there were no negative impacts
to salmonid habitat, or current conditions are maintained. This would mean that water

quality, sedimentation, temperature, and large woody debris would all be considered and
management activity would be decided by DNR on a site-specific basis.

pg. 4-491 - change third paragraph:

1CS 11 panaﬂwﬂdhfe Rlpanan areas are important sources of
cavities for certain species, such as cavity-nesting ducks (e.g., wood ducks, Barrow's
golden-eye, hooded mergansers, and buffleheads).

pg. 4-491 - change sixth paragraph:
The action alternatives would provide substantially more riparian habitat protectlon than
the No Action alternatives. The action alternatives may lack detail in the description of
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potential actions to fully assess the impacts to all aquatic and terrestrial species ;

None of the action alternatives specify the density and size of trees to remain...

pg. 4-494 - change third subheading and paragraph under Cliffs:

and that site-specific prescriptions would be developed )

pg. 4-494 - insert new forth subheading and paragraph under heading Cliffs:

D

pg. 4-494 - change paragraph under subheading Companson Among Alternatives
And Remarks Relative to Cumulative Effects:

PI

11tt1e addltlonal protection over the No Action alternative. Unléss species are present that
would require additional actions (i.e., peregrine falcons), it is assumed that little

adjacent 'to cliff areas for the use of nesting birds or for the maintenance of shelter from
the elements. All alternatives could result in some level of impact to cliff-dependent
species.

pg. 4-495 - insert new second subheading and second paragraph on page:

pg. 4-495 - change subheading Alternatives B, C, 2 and 3 and related paragraph:
ALTERNATIVES B8;C:2 AND 3

up to a thlrd of the volume might occur ¢

ARl Changes to the DEIS FEIS October 1996



importantto-spectes-such-as-the Earch-Mountainrsalamander: But;atammimunt The
talus field itself would not be harvested and, if it were capable of supporting large trees, it
might provide shade and a supply of downed logs. Yarding would generally not disrupt
talus under the action alternatives, yet there is no guarantee of how often or to what extent
disruption might occur.

pg. 4-495 - change third paragraph:

It appears that talus-dependent species would be better off under the action alternatives
than under the No Actlon alternative because the talus field itself would not be subject to
imber harvest often avoid talus fields. Alternatives B and 2 provide a
: 1l as protectxon of forested talus. Disruption will
ives, However, under A_l;emanves C and 3, it
is unclear to what extent the nature of those habitats would be maintained for the long-
term survival of species given the lack of certainty regarding disruption of the talus fields

and the treatment of the immediately surrounding timber.

pg. 4-495 - change next to last paragraph on page:
Removal of comfers would be ‘spcmally beneﬁmal on the west side of the Cascade

: also mcreascs in pfoxxmlty to

Other species may be impacted in other ways. Dust accumulation near roads
may inhibit necessary functions for some smaller animals. The use of herbicides,
pesticides, and fertilizers may have impacts upon the usability of habitats for may species
and may contribute to direct mortality as well. This will be particularly true for many
mvertebrates or for species dependant on sensmve broad- leaved plants Additional

[ ___:unrelated to this

{The expected 1mpabfs to reducmg habitat ava11ab111ty are relatively

P +

similar under all alternatives.

4.6 Soil No change
4.7 Air Quality No change
4.7.1 Affected Environment No change
4.7.2 Forest Management No change
4.7.3 Alternatives No change
4.8 Water Quality No change
4.8.1 Affected Environment No change
4.8.2 Evaluation No change
4.9 Cultural Resources No change
4.9.1 Affected Environment No change
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4.9.2 Alternatives No change

4.10 Economic Analysis of DNR’s Habitat Conservation Plan

pg. 4-529 - change first line in first paragraph:
This section provides a-brief an analysis of the economic impact of the proposed HCP
alternatives on Washington’s economy...

pg. 4-529 - change second paragraph:

...This analysis focuses on timber-related employment and employment income as a
pollcy-relevant indicators of the HCP alternatives and their impacts on the region's
economy.

pg. 4-529 change second paragraph under heading Economic Background:

Lumber and paper products are a significant component of the economy of the region
west of the Cascades. Fable4-10-1summarizes-this-dependency-through-emptoyment-by
sector-statistics: Regions near Seattle-Tacoma have denser populations and more diverse
economies.

pg. 4-530 - change third paragraph:

...Competition from southern forests and imports, technological changes, and exhaustion
of old-growth forests confronted the industry with new challenges (Schamberger et al.
1992). In the past, log production for export provided some “slack” in the production
system.

pg. 5-530 change first paragraph under heading Methods:
Eimitationsof time-and-informationrestrict-the-sophtsticattonrof-the-economic-anatysis-of
the-proposed-atternative harvest-schedules: The U.S. Forest Service has developed a

series of multipliers based on the number of jobs created and income generated by the
harvest of 1 million board feet of timber. Any increase in harvest volume has a direct
‘effect in the timber industry.

pg. 4-531 - change fourth paragraph:

Data provided by DNR are based on 10-year forecast periods. Sustainable harvest
calculations suggest the volume of harvest by age class of trees. Annual harvest
quantities are required for the multiplier analysis, so 10-year harvest totals were divided
by 10. Actual annual harvests will vary because of weather, market conditions, and other
events. Employment and income impacts are shown as a range of probable changes to
demonstrate the degree of uncertainty about actual harvests.

pg. 4-531 - change paragraph under heading Results:

Tables 4.10.1 and 4.10.2 show the annual harvest levels and the-associated employment
and employment income impacts for each alternative analyzed. Estimated harvest levels
for the alternatives are divided into two categories: expected and low. The expected
harvest levels represent average annual harvest levels based on the prOJectlon of DNR-

managed land harvest levels for the first decade (see Appendlx____ﬁ_.
assumptions used for the harvest analysis pf
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pg. 4-532 - change first full paragraph:
Table 4.10.1 shows that total regional expected annual harvest levels under A rnatlve B

pg. 4-532 - change last paragraph:

and-by planning-area: For expected harvest levels, the table shows that job impacts,

based on percentage increases, would be concentrated in the east-side and OESF planning
its. For the east-side planning units, harvesttevelsand timber-related employment and
income would increase by 24:7-and-32:6 over 32 percent respectivety for Alternative B
compared with the No Action alternative. For the OESF Planning Unit, both-harvest
levels-and-timber-related employment and income under Alternative 2 B would increase
by 42.9 percent. For the west-side planning units, harvest levels and employment would
be similar under both Alternatives A and B.

pg 4-533 add after Table 4 10. 2

The east-side planmng units weuld have the next hlghest percentage
increase, and the west-side planning units have the smallest increase.
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4.11 Cumulative Effects

pg. 4-536 - change item (3):
Large forest landowners and managers, in search of ways to resolve conflict among the
many growing demands, will look increasingly toward processes that define a niche for
their lands and will create specific, objectives-based plans to achieve them. Sinceno

pg. 4-537 - change first paragraph under subheading West-Side Planning Units:
Alternative B provides a landscape-level, habitat-based strategy for providing
conservation in western Washington for a broad range of species and habitat types. The
primary emphasis is on spotted owls, marbled murrelets, and riparian habitat;...

pg. 4-540 - change the end of the paragraph:

...Alternative C is more conservative than Alternative B in providing for greater certainty
of conservation benefits. Alternative 3 is more conservative than Alternative 2 in
applying an experimental approach to achieving a habitat-based strategy for integrating
production and conservation.
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5. LiSt Of Pl‘epal‘el’s (delete entire section and replace with)

Members of the Interdisciplinary Team (IDT)

Name

Carol Lee Gallaghar, DNR
Chuck Turley, DNR

Sue Trettevik, DNR

William Vogel, USFWS

Craig Hansen, USFWS
Steve Landino, NMFS

David Hirsh, USFWS
Matt Longenbaugh, NMFS
Paula Swedeen, DNR

Scott Horton, DNR

George Wilhere, DNR

Jeff Cederholm, DNR

Specialists

(those with expertise utilized in the development of the EIS)

Name
Bob Aulds, DNR
Lisa Beusan, DNR

Richard Bigley, DNR

William Caudill, USFWS

Contribution

NEPA/SEPA Coordinator
DNR IDT Lead
(9/93 to 12/95)

DNR IDT Lead (12/95 to
present)

Interim DNR IDT Lead

USFWS IDT Co-Lead

USFWS IDT Co-Lead

Fishery Biologist
NMFS IDT Lead

NEPA Program Analyst
Fishereis Biologist
Wildlife Biologist

Wildlife Biologist

Wildlife Biologist

Natural Resource Scientist

Contribution
Silviculturist

EIS Document Production
Coordinator (1/95 to 5/96)

Silviculturist/Forest
Ecologist

Economist

Degree(s)

B.A.,,M.A.
Environmental Policy

B.S., Wildlife Management and
Conservation

B.A., Communications
M.A., Anthropology

B.S., M.S., Wildlife Management

B.A., M.S., Wildlife Management

B.A., Biology
M.S., Fisheries Science

B.A., J.D.
B.S., Marine Science

B.S., Biology, M.A.,
Environmental Studies, Political
Science

B.A., M.A., Zoology; M.S.,
Wildlife Ecology

M.S., Biomedical Engineering;
M.S., Neurobiology; M.EM.,
Conservation Biology

B.S., M.S,, Fisheries Biology

Degree

Ph.D., Forest Ecology

Ph.D., Agricultural
Economics
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Name
Rebecca Christie, DNR
Dave Dietzman, DNR

John Gamon, DNR

Thomas Hamer, Hamer
Environmental

Donald Hiller, DNR
Jim Hotvedt, DNR

Sabra Hull, DNR
Jean Juengling, DNR

Barbara Kivett, DNR

Andrew Laughland, USFWS

Contribution
Editorial Expertise
SEPA Expert

Botanist
Wildlife Biologist

Cartographer

Economist
Wetlands Specialist
Cartographer

Asst. Document Coord
(4/95 to 5/96)

EIS Document Production
Coordinator (5/96 to 10/96)

Economist

Degree

M.L.S.

B.A., Natural Resource
Mgmt.

M.S., Biology
B.S., M.S,, Biology/Ecology

B.A., M.S., Geography

Ph.D., Forest
Economics/Mgmt.

B.A., Environmental
Education

B.S., Geography, M.S.,
Resource Geography

Ph.D., Agricultural

Economics
Fred Martin, DNR Biometrics Ph.D., Forestry
Steve Miller, DNR GIS Applications B.A., Geography
Development
Cherylyn Petersen, DNR Cartographer B.S. Geography
Cheryl Quade, DNR Wildlife Biologist M.S., Wildlife Science
Katherine Reed, DNR Editorial Expertise M.S., Geology
Carole Richmond, DNR Policy Analyst M.S., Forest Resources
Ken Schlichte, DNR Forest Soil Scientist M.S., Forest Soils
Dena Scroggie, DNR Printing and Graphics B.A., Graphic Design
Expertise
Susan C. Shaw, DNR Geomorphologist Ph.D., Geological Sciences
Blanche Sobottke, DNR Printing Expertise B. Landscape Architecture,
B.S., Environmental Design
Lowell Thacker, DNR GIS Analysis and B.A., Geography
Applications
Tim Walsh, DNR Geologist B.S., M.S., Geology
Tim Young, USFWS GIS Specialist B.S., Geography
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The following individuals contributed to the development of the Environmental Impact Statement for the
Habitat Conservation Plan. Team leaders are indicated by an asterisk.

Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) Management
Team

*Rick Cooper, Project Director (8/95 to present)
John Calhoun, Project Director (through 7/95)
Chuck Turley, Science Team Leader

Jane Lamensdorf-Bucher, Environmental Planner
Carol Lee Gallaghar, NEPA/SEPA Coordinator
Paula Swedeen, Natural Resource Scientist
George Wilhere, Natural Resource Scientist
Steve Miller, GIS Specialist

Bob Aulds, Silvicultural Operations

Lisa Beusan, Project Coordinator

Barbara Kivett, Administrative Assistant

Lowell Thacker, GIS Specialist

HCP Science Team

*Chuck Turley, Natural Resource Scientist, DNR

Jeff Cederholm, Natural Resource Scientist, DNR

Rex Crawford, Plant Ecologist, DNR

John Engbring, Wildlife Biologist, USFWS

Tom Hamer, Wildlife Biologist, Hamer
Environmental

Dave Hays, Spotted Owl Ecologist, WDFW

Richard Holthausen, National Wildlife Ecologist,
US Forest Service

Nancy Naslund, Seabird Biologist, USFWS

Martin Raphael, Research Wildlife Biologist, US
Forest Service

Support to HCP Science Team
Kate Engel, Consultant, Foster Wheeler
Environmental

HCP Internal Advisory Group

Kaleen Cottingham, Department Supervisor

Stan Biles, Deputy Supervisor

Jack Hulsey, Forest Resources Division Manager
(prior to Spring 1996)

Terry Kirkpatrick, Acting Forest Resources
Division Manager (since Spring 1996)

Bruce Mackey, Resource Planning & Asset
Management Division Manager (prior to
Summer 1996)

Michael Perez-Gibson, Acting Resource Planning
& Asset Managment Division Manager (since
Summer 1996)

Jerry Otto, Policy Analysis & Research Division
Manager

Bonnie Bunning, South Puget Sound Region
Manager

George Shelton, Southeast Region Assistant
Manager

HCP Citizen Advisory Committee

Katherine Baril Les Purce (through 10/9/95)
Joel Kuperberg Randy Scott

Jeannette Lee (deceased in early 1995)

HCP Implementation Issues Committee
*John Baarspul Michael Perez-Gibson
Phil Aust Richard Ramsey
Victor Boekelman  George Shelton

Bob Coon Clay Sprague

Seth Mackie Lenny Young

Additional Input, Review, and Help

Michelle Balentine Deb Lindley
Bill Barber Dave Malsed
Amy Bell Connie Manson
Gary Berndt Fred Martin
Richard Bigley Diane Mitchell
Mary Ellen Birli Barbara Mix
Steve Brown Jim Peters

Matt Brunengo Luis Prado
Nancy Charbonneau Cheryl Quaid
Starla Colley Ken Russell
Lisa Egtvedt Jim Ryan
Darrell Fields Teri Savage
Nonie Hall Anne Sharar
Louis Halloin Clay Sprague
Jim Hotvedt Amy Stock
Gerry Hoyer Ed Summertield
Sabra Hull Rex Thompson
John Keller Dave Vagt

Bill Leonard Dave Wolfer

Nathan Schumaker, UW College of Forest
Resources
Dan Varland, Rayonier
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The following individuals contributed to the development of a plan for the OESF, parts of which were
subsequently incorporated into the HCP. Team leaders are indicated by an asterisk.

Olympic Experimental State Forest Team

*Rick Cooper, Project Director (8/95 to present)

John Calhoun, Project Director (through 7/95)

Craig Partridge, original Project Manager

Richard Bigley, Natural Resource Scientist

Carol Lee Gallaghar, NEPA/SEPA Coordinator

Scott Horton, Natural Resource Scientist

Rich Hsu, Olympic Region Assistant Manager

Dave Johnson, GIS Specialist

Randy Mesenbrink, Project Leader

Susan C. Shaw, Geomorphologist

Sue Trettevik, Natural Resource Program
Specialist

Al Vaughan, Project Section Manager

George Wilhere, Natural Resource Scientist

Lenny Young, Natural Resource Scientist

OESF Spotted Owl Conservation Planning
Work Group

*Scott Horton, Natural Resource Scientist, DNR
Joe Buchanan, Wildlife Biologist, WDFW

John Engbring, Wildlife Biologist, USFWS

Craig Hansen, Fish & Wildlife Biologist, USFWS
Mark Ostwald, Wildlife Biologist, WDFW

Bill Vogel, Fish & Wildlife Biologist, USFWS
George Wilhere, Natural Resource Scientist, DNR

OESF Research and Monitoring Planning Work

Group

*Lenny Young, Natural Resource Scientist, DNR

* Richard Bigley, Natural Resource Scientist, DNR

Robert Edmunds, Professor, UW College of Forest
Resources

Craig Hansen, Fish & Wildlife Biologist, USFWS

John Pierce, Research Program Manager, WDFW

OESF Citizen Policy Review Committee

Carolyn Dobbs, Chair, The Evergreen State
College

Dorothy Duncan, Commissioner, Clallam County

Gene Dziedzic, General Member

Jerry Franklin, UW College of Forest Resources

Vivian Lee, Hoh Tribe, to 9/95,

Mary Leitka, Hoh Tribe, 10/95 to present

Jill Mackie, Pacific Lumber and Shipping

Grant Munro, industrial forestry

Bert Paul, Forks, Washington

Charles Peterson, Western Council of Industrial
Workers

Melanie Rowland, Washington Environmental
Council

Jim Walton, Washington State Wildlife
Commission

Vim Wright, UW Institute for Environmental
Studies

OESF Science & Technical Advisory Group for

Riparian Conservation Strategy

*Susan C. Shaw, Geomorphologist, DNR

Carol Bernthal, Habitat Coordinator, Point No
Point Treaty Council

Richard Bigley, Ecologist, DNR

Chris Byrnes, Habitat Manager, WDFW

Ned Currence, TFW Biologist, Makah Tribe

Phil DeCillis, Fish Biologist, USF S

Jerry Gorsline, Olympic Field Representative,
Washington Environmental Council

Scott Horton, Wildlife Biologist, DNR

Michael McHenry, TFW Biologist, Lower Elwha
S'Klallam Tribe

Randy Mesenbrink, Hoh District Manager, DNR

Beth Naughton, TFW Biologist, Quileute Tribe

David Parks, Hydrologist, DNR

Ginger Phalen, Wildlife Biologist, USFWS

Warren Scarlett, Fisheries Technician, DNR

Joanne Schuett-Hames, Water Quality TFW
Coordinator, DOE

Anne Shaffer, Marine Biologist and Policy Analyst,
Quileute Tribe

Eric Shott, TFW Coordinator, Northwest Indian
Fisheries Commission

William Traub, Natural Resources Engineer, DNR

Additional input from DNR Olympic Region
staff:

Doug Ferris, Regional Engineer,

Rick Cahill, Dave Christiansen,and

Jim Closner, Field Foresters

Mark Johnsen, Ozette District Manager
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6. Distribution List

APPENDIX A - DNR’s Forest Management

APPENDIX B - Geology/Soils/Vegetation

APPENDIX C - Calculating Juvenile Survival Rates and the Finite
Rate of Change of the Spotted Owl Population on the Olympic
Peninsula

APPENDIX D - Methods for the Evaluation of Conservation Alternatives
For Spotted Owl on the Oesf

Glossary

References

Add to the reference list:

No change
No change
No change

No change

No change
No change

Almack, J, A,, W. L. Gaines, R, H. Naney, et at. 1993. North Cascades gnzzly bear
ecosystem evaluation: final report. Interagency Grizzly Bear Committee, Denver, CO,

156 p.

Bahls, P. And M. Ereth. 1994, Stream Typing error in Washington water type maps for
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Ecological Applications. V. 5, no. 3.
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Irwin, L. L. 1993. Habitat conditions, wildfire risk, and demography of northem spotted
owls in the eastern Cascade Mountains, Washington. National Council for Air and
Stream Improvement, Inc. New York, NY. NCASI Special Report 93-04:20-23.

Irwin, L. L., and 8. K. Martin.' 1992. Demography of spotted owls in managed and
unmanaged forests on the east slope of the cascade mountains, Washington. National
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Matrices

la Management strategies for HCP (excluding OESF) No change
Ib Management strategies for alternatives related to the OESF

Planning Unit No change
2a Summary of environmental consequences in western Washington

(excluding OESF) No change
2b  Summary of environmental consequences in eastern Washington

(within HCP planning area) No change
2c  Summary of environmental consequences in Olympic Experimental

State Forest No change
4.2.1a Comparison of the alternatives by all criteria No change
4.2.1b Management strategies for HCP (excluding OESF) No change
4.2.3 Management strategies for HCP (excluding OESF) No change
4.3.1 Management strategies for HCP (excluding OESF) No change
4.4.1 Management strategies for alternatives related to the OESF

Planning Unit No change

4.4.2a Management strategies for alternatives related to the OESF
Planning

pg. 4-246 - change bullet (1) in second column
(1) those that average 146 144 :dlstance) on Type 1 Waters, 136 134
feet on Type 2 waters, 95 87 feet on Type 4 Waters, and
feet on Type 5 Waters [totals approximately 55% of the r1par1an areas in the OESF] and,

4.4.2b Summary of potential environmental consequences for OESF

riparian strategy No change
4.4.3a Management strategies for alternatives related to the OESF

Planning Unit No change
4.5.1a Management strategies for HCP (excluding OESF) No change
4.5.1b Management strategies for alternatives related to the OESF

Planning Unit No change
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4.5.2a Management strategies for HCP (excluding OESF)

pg.4-366 - change third paragraph in third column:

Unlisted species protected

through spotted owl, marbled murrelet, and
riparian conservation strategies, protection of
uncommon habitats, and additional

mitigation for speciesof concern P

4.5.2b Management strategies for alternatives related to the OESF
Planning Unit No change

pg. 4-462 - change third column of Matrix 4.5.4a:

Alternative B
Proposed HCP

...(1) talus fields larger than 1
acre: no harvest, 100-foot buffer
wit H
31 maximum harvest
of 1/3 (vol.), yarding generally
cannot physically disrupt talus,
includes provision for mining of
talus and road construction,

pg. 4-463 - change third column of Matrix 4.5.4a:

Alternative B
Proposed HCP

with preference given to wildlife
trees; applicable safety standards
will be followed; attempt will be
made to retain at least 2 live trees
per acre harvested and at least 1/2
of the trees retained from the

largest diam ilable;

acre; leave trees may be clumped.

A
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4.5.4b Management strategies for alternatives related to the OESF

Planning Unit No change
Tables
1.1 Summary of public information and involvement for DNR’s
conservation planning project No change
2.5.1 Key to potential alternatives related to eight planning units in
HCP area (excluding OESF) No change
2.5.2 Summary of management under the No Action alternative No change
2.5.3 Summary of management under Alternative B No change
2.5.4 Summary of management under Alternative C No change
2.6.1 Key to potential alternatives related to Olympic Experimental
State Forest (OESF) No change
2.6.2 OESF management under Alternative 1 (No Action) No change
2.6.3 OESF management under Alternative 2 (Unzoned Forest) No change
2.6.4 OESF management under Alternative 3 (Zoned Forest) No change
3.1.1 Approximate acreage covered by the HCP by trust category No change
3.1.2 Acreage by ownerships within the HCP plan vicinity No change
3.4.1 DNR-managed lands by age class for even-aged stands No change
3.4.2 DNR-managed lands by dominant size class for uneven-aged
. stands No change
4.2.1 Threats to the spotted owl population as described in the Final Draft
Recovery Plan for the Northern Spotted Owl (USDI 1992b) No change
4.2.2 Habitat and spotted owl site centers protected under the President’s
Forest Plan No change
4.2.3 Distribution of potential spotted owl habitat estimated by forest
stands 70 years old and older on DNR-managed lands in the
five western Washington planning units by distance band
from federal reserves No change
4.2.4 Distribution of potential spotted owl habitat estimated by the
multiple data source method on DNR-managed lands in
the five western Washington planning units by distance band
from federal reserves No change
4.2.5 Number of territorial spotted owl activity centers within a median
home range radius of DNR-managed lands in distance bands
from federal reserves No change
4.2.6 Analysis of spotted owl habitat within an exclusive home range radius
of all known territorial site centers in the HCP planning area No change
4.2.7 Distribution of projected unknown spotted owl site centers that may
influence unsurveyed DNR-managed lands and known sites
that influence DNR-managed lands No change
4.2.8 Change in amount of potentially suitable spotted owl habitat on DNR-
managed lands in the five west-side planning units under
Alternative A (using forests 70 years old and older as habitat
estimation method) No change
FEIS October 1996 Changes to the DEIS 2-5



4.2.9 Change in amount of potentially suitable spotted owl habitat on DNR-

managed lands in the five west-side planning units under Alternative A

(using multiple data source method of habitat estimation) No change
4.2.10 Change in amount of suitable spotted owl habitat expected by the year

2096 for the five west-side planning units under Alternative B (habitat

estimated as forests 70 years old and older) No change
4.2.11 Change in amount of potential suitable spotted owl habitat under

Alternative B in the five west-side planning units using the multiple

data source method of habitat estimation No change

pg. 4-42 - change Table 4.2.12:

Tabie 4.2.12: Change in amount of suitable spotted owl habitat
expected by the year 2096 for the five west-side
planning units under Alternative C (habitat estimated

as forests 70 years old and olderz

A. Within NRF Management Areas

Expected Suitable Habitat:

Acres potential habitat in 1996 80,497
Net acres to be developed to meet HCP goal 65,603
Total acres spotted owl habitat by 2096 146,100

B. Outside NRF Management Areas

Acres of forests older than 70 years outside of NRF areas in
1996 105,503
Acres of forests older than 70 years with potential incidental unknown447,300
benefit to spotted owls in 2096
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pg. 4-43 - change Table 4.2.13:

Table 4.2.13: Change in amount of suitable spotted owi habitat
expected by the year 2096 for the five west-side
planning units under Alternative C (multiple data
source method used to estimate habitat)

TR T P P T T TR PO P U IO A KO YT A

A. Within NRF Management Areas

Expected Suitable Habitat:

Acres potential habitat in 1996 98,430
Net acres to be developed to meet HCP goal
47,670
Total acres spotted owl habitat by 2096: 146,100
B. Outside NRF Management Areas
Acres of forests older than 70 years outside of NRF areas in 1996 267,570

Acres of forests older than 70 years with potential incidental benefit
to spotted owls in 2096

4.2.14 Change in distribution of potential spotted owl habitat as

estimated by forests older than 70 years from 1996-2096 for

Alternatives A, B, and C No change
4.2.15 Summary of habitat conditions within a median home range radius of

spotted owl activity centers that influence DNR-managed lands:

total amount of habitat within spotted owl circles No change
4.2.16 Summary of habitat conditions within a median home range radius of

spotted owl] activity centers that influence DNR-managed lands:

‘amount of habitat on DNR-managed lands within spotted

owl circles No change
4.2.17 Landowner/manager status at territorial activity centers that are

on or within 2.0/2.7 miles of DNR-managed lands in the five

west-side planning units No change
4.2.18 Estimates of likelihood of long-term persistence of known spotted
owl site centers under Alternative A No change

4.2.19 Assessment of territorial spotted owl site centers for risk of incidental

take outside of proposed NRF management areas under

Alternative B No change
4.2.20 Assessment of incidental take of territorial spotted owls at site centers

affected by management of DNR NRF areas under Alternative

B in the near term No change
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4.2.21 Assessment of incidental take of known territorial spotted owls
affected by management of DNR NRF areas under Alternative
B assuming 50 percent habitat levels on NRF areas within
spotted owl circles

4.2.22 Alternative B - projections of the number of spotted owl site centers
with owl circles overlapping NRF management areas in the
five west-side planning units

4.2.23 Assessment of risk of incidental take of resident owls at site
centers located outside of proposed NRF management areas
under Alternative C

4.2.24 Assessment of incidental take of territorial spotted owls affected by
management of DNR NRF areas under Alternative C in the
near term

4.2.25 Assessment of incidental take of territorial spotted owls occupying
known site centers affected by management of DNR NRF
areas under Alternative C assuming a 60 percent habitat level

4.2.26 Alternative C - projections of the number of spotted owl
activity centers with owl circles overlapping NRF management
areas in the five west-side planning units

4.2.27 Comparison of provision of dispersal habitat among alternatives
for the five west-side planning units assuming that both
Dispersal and NRF management areas have reached their target
levels of habitat

4.2.28 Old-growth, large-saw, and small-saw forests below 3,500 feet and
less than 66 miles from marine waters by ownership

4.2.29 Age (years) when four and eight trees per acre, 32 inches dbh and
larger occur in fully stocked and lower stocked managed stands
in coastal Douglas-fir stand types

4.2.30 Age (years) when four and eight trees per acre 32 inches dbh and
larger occur in fully stocked and lower stocked managed stands
of coastal stern hemlock stand types

4.2.31 Estimated acreage of marbled murrelet habitat on DNR-managed lands by

stand type and planning unit before deferral and occupancy rates
are taken into account for each alternative

4.2.32 Estimated acres of marbled murrelet habitat on DNR-managed
lands for No Action (Alternative A) taking into account deferral
rates for each inland zone currently implemented by DNR

4.2.33 Estimated acres of marbled murrelet habitat protected on DNR-managed

lands for Alternative B taking into account the expected stand
occupancy rates (percent of stands surveyed and found to be
occupied) for each planning unit

4.2.34 Summary of the environmental consequences of the No Action and Habitat

Conservation Plan alternatives according to the two biological
criteria

4.3. Spotted owl site centers (status 1, 2, and 3) within a median home range

radius of DNR-managed lands by planning unit

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

RERl] Changes to the DEIS
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4.3.2 Spatial distribution relative to federal reserves of spotted owl site centers
(status 1, 2, and 3) within a median home range radius of
DNR-managed lands

4.3.3 Summary of habitat conditions within a median home range

radius of spotted owl site centers that are influenced by
DNR-managed lands. Presented as the proportion of owl circle
that is classified as habitat

pg. 4-188 - change first row of Table 4.3.4

Table 4.2.34:

No change

No change

Summary of the environmental consequences of the
No Action and Habitat Conservation Plan alternatives

according to the two biological criteria

near term

an unknown time
period.

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C
Criteria No Action Proposed HCP
Amount of nesting | 60,283 acres of 38,442 acres of 60,664 acres of
habitat protected by | potential nesting occupied nesting occupied nesting
each alternative in | habitat deferred over | habitat protected habitat and suitable

over a 10 year
period. Suitable,
unoccupied habitat
protected in
southwest
Washington.

unoccupied habitat
protected over a
10-year period.

4.3.5 Total DNR-managed lands and DNR-managed lands classified
as spotted owl habitat by planning unit

No change

4.3.6 Spatial distribution relative to federal reserves of DNR-managed lands
and DNR-managed lands classified as owl habitat

4.3.7 DNR-managed lands currently in owl circles by planning unit

No change
No change

4.3.8 Spatial distribution relative to federal reserves of DNR-managed lands
currently in owl circles

4.3.9 Alternative A: DNR-managed forest classified as spotted owl habitat
available for harvest in the three east-side planning units

4.3.10 NRF management areas by planning unit

4.3.11 HCP alternatives: DNR-managed forest classified as spotted owl habitat
available for harvest in the three east-side planning units

4.3.12 Comparison of alternatives. Projected change in the spatial distribution of
spotted ow] habitat by planning unit

4.3.13 Comparison of alternatives. Projected change in the spatial distribution

of spotted owl habitat by distance band

4.3.14 Projected impacts to known spotted owl site centers under

No change

No change
No change

No change
No change

No change

FEIS October 1996
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Alternative A, the No Action alternative No change

pg. 4-209 - change second column of Table 4.3.15:
Table 4.3.15: Assessment of incidental take of spotted owl site
centers that have owl circles outside of proposed NRF

manaaement areas for the east-side Blannina units

Alternative
B

(site
centers)

3

3
1312

75

2017

10

33

4.3.16 Assessment of incidental take of spotted owl site centers that have owl
circles overlapping the proposed NRF management areas for

the east-side planning units No change
4.3.17 Assessment of incidental take of projected unknown spotted owl site
centers for the east-side planning units No change

4.3.18 Summary of incidental take for owl circles outside of NRF management

areas, owl circles overlapping NRF management areas, and

projected unknown site centers No change
4.3.19 Alternative B: Projections of the number of spotted owl site centers with

owl circles overlapping NRF management areas in the east-side

planning units No change
4.3.20 Alternative C: Projections of the number of spotted owl site centers with

owl circles overlapping NRF management areas in the east-side

planning units No change
4.3.21 HCP Dispersal management areas by planning unit No change
4.3.22 Total area capable of functioning as dispersal habitat for spotted owls No change
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pg 4-233 - change third column of Table 4.3.23

Table 4.3.23: Summag of alternatives for all criteria

Alternative B

19,600 acres
-71 percent change
high long-term certainty

narrowly distributed
low fragmentation

incidental take 3229

potential take 18

difficult to accurately predict,
depends on federal reserves

62,100 acres
high long-term certainty

strategically distributed
low fragmentation

decrease in sink population

increase in parameters governing
process

large reduction

large reduction

high risk of habitat loss guaranteed
habitat replacement

4.4.1 Comparison of regulated Forest Practices RMZ widths with

Riparian-buffer widths established by current practices to

protect unstable ground in some areas of the OESF (i.e., 55

percent of state-managed lands in the Experimental Forest) No change
442 Status of known fish stocks in the Olympic Experimental State Forest No change
4.4.3 State-listed plants likely to occur in riparian areas within the

Olympic Experimental State Forest No change
4.4.4 Water-quality-limited streams in the Olympic Experimental State
Forest No change
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pg. 4-295 - change Table 4.4.5 and 4.4.6:

Table 4.4.5: Average riparian-buffer widths, rounded up to the
nearest 10 feet, derived from a statistical analysis of
buffer protection previously applied to about 55
percent of state-managed lands on the OESF (see text

for discussionl

Widths are expressed for each stream ty

outward from the active channelmargin

the active channel

t _"l distances)
1 150 ft.

150 ft.

100 ft.

100 ft.

wn |~ W N

100 ft.

Table 4.4.6: Averaﬂe widths of the OESF exterior riBarian buffer

Widths are expressed for each stream type as average stope | i distances measured
outward from the interior-core buffer on either side of the stream. Widths are proposed as a
working hypothesis and are based on local knowledge of windthrow behavior. Buffer widths
and design will be evaluated through experiments in buffer design on the OESF.

Stream type
1 150 ft.
2 150 ft.
3 150 ft.
4 50 ft.
S 50 ft.

4.47 Comparison of average interior-core buffer widths, by stream type, with
site potential tree heights based on 50-, 100-, and 120-year

growing periods No change
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4.4.8 Estimates of forest cover on lands of different ownership in the Olympic
Experimental State Forest, July 1991
449
all lands in the Olympic Experimental State Forest area, currently
and projected 100 years into the future under the No Action,
Zoned Forest, and Unzoned Forest alternatives
4.4.10 Model estimates of the current capability of hexagonal sites on DNR-
managed and all lands on the Olympic Peninsula to provide
habitat suitable to support pairs of spotted owls
4.4.11 Model estimates of the capability in 100 years of hexagonal sites
on DNR-managed and all lands on the Olympic Peninsula to
provide habitat suitable to support pairs of spotted owls under the No
Action, Zoned, and Unzoned Forest HCP alternatives for the OESF
4.4.12 An estimate of the proportion and ownership of potential spotted owl
habitat within 2.7 miles of the 69 owl sites within 2.7 miles of
DNR-managed lands in the Olympic Experimental State
Forest, and the potential for DNR activities under the Zoned
Forest alternative to result in incidental take at these sites
4.4.13 An estimate of the proportion and ownership of potential
spotted owl habitat within 2.7 miles of the 69 owl sites within
2.7 miles of DNR-managed lands in the Olympic Experimental
State Forest, and the potential for DNR activities proposed under
the Unzoned Forest alternative to result in incidental take at these
sites
4.4.14 Projections of the proportion of the Olympic Experimental State Forest
covered by young and old forest owl habitat based on an exploratory
analysis of the outcomes of potential management scenarios under the
Unzoned Forest alternative
4.5.1 Status of salmonid stocks within the west-side HCP planning units
4.5.2 Percent of DNR-managed forest land by HCP planning unit watershed
analysis units that contain salmonids
Estimated miles of salmonid-bearing streams (Types 1, 2, and 3)
by salmonid species on DNR-managed lands in the five HCP
planning units west of the Cascade crest (excluding the
OESF)
Percent of total land area impacting salmonids that is managed by DNR
in the five HCP planning units west of the Cascade crest
(excluding the OESF)
4.5.5 Vascular plant taxa within the HCP planning area that are listed or
proposed to be listed by the federal government

453

454

Estimates of the habitat capability for spotted owls of DNR-managed and

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change

No change
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pg. 4-456 through 4-458 - change Table 4.5.6: o
Table 4.5.6: Federal-candidate-vascularVascu

NHP = Natural Heritage Program; POEX = Possibly extinct or extirpated; E = Endangered;
T = Threatened; S = Sensitive; OESF = Olympic Experimental State Forest; WW = Western
Washington; EW = Eastern Washington within the range of the northern spotted owl.

HCP Geographic Area
Planning and/or Habitat
Scientific N NHP Sta \ C I
Abronia umbellata ssp. acutalata* POEX WW, OESF coastal dunes
Artemisia campestris ssp. borealis E EW, Ww Columbia River;
var. wormskioldii* _ shoreline
Aster curtus S WW lowland prairies
Astragalus australis var. olympicus* | T w NE Olympics;
talus/scree
Astragalus pulsiferae var. suksdorfii | E EW Klickitat Co.;
open forest
Astragalus sinuatus* E EW shrub-steppe
Botrychium ascendens S WW, EW mid- to upper
elevations;
ridges/meadows
Calochortus longebarbatus var. S EW Klickitat Co.;
longebarbatus meadow/open
forest
Castilleja cryptantha* S wWwW Mt. Rainier;
moist meadows
Cimicifuga elata T wwW low elevation
forest
Corydalis aquae-gelidae T A Skamania and
Clark Cos.;
seeps, creeks above
2,500 feet
Cypripedium fasciculatum T EW forest
Delphinium leucophaeum E wWw SW Washington;
lowland prairies
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NHP = Natural Heritage Program; POEX = Possibly extinct or extirpated; E = Endangered;
T = Threatened; S = Sensitive; OESF = Olympic Experimental State Forest; WW = Western

Washington; EW = Eastern Washington within the range of the northemn spotted owl.

HCP
Planning

Geographic Area
and/or Habitat

Scientific N NHP Stat \ C
- 1 _ 1 1

Delphinium viridescens E EW Wenatchee Mitns.;
meadows/moist
areas

Dodecatheon austrofrigidum T WW, OESF southern Olympics

Erigeron howellii T wWw Columbia River
Gorge;
nonforested areas

Erigeron oreganus T wWw Columbia River
Gorge;
exposed basalt

Filipendula occidentalis T ww SW Washington;
riparian

Hackelia venusta E EW Wenatchee
National Forest;
talus/scree

] WW Clark, Pierce
Cos.; conifer
forest

Lomatium tuberosum* T Yakima; Yaklma, Kittitas,

Kittitas; Grant Cos.; talus
Grant-Coss;
tatusEWEW

Lomatium suksdorfii SS EW Klickitat Co.;
open slopes

Lupinus sulphureus var. kincaidii E wwW SW Washington;
lowland prairies

Meconella oregana T WW,EW Puget trough and
Klickitat Co.;
grassland and
savannah

Mimulus jungermannioides POEX EW Klickitat Co.

seeps in Columbia
River basalt
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NHP = Natural Heritage Program; POEX = Possibly extinct or extirpated; E = Endangered;

T = Threatened; S = Sensitive; OESF = Olympic Experimental State Forest; WW = Western

Washington; EW = Eastern Washington within the range of the northern spotted owl.

HCP Geographic Area
Planning and/or Habitat
Scientific N NHP Sta \ C : |
Penstemon barrettiae Kiickitat€o | EW, WW Klickitat C
exposed
basaltEW;
WWFET

rockPetrophytum cinerascens* bluffsexposed rock

Ranunculus reconditus* T EwW Klickitat Co.;
steppe grassland

Rorippa columbiae* E EW, WW Columbia River;
shoreline

Wenatchee Mins T EW Wenatchee Mtns.;

meadowlforestEWESidatcen exposed rock

oregamavar—catva-Silene seelyi -

Sisyrinchium sarmentosum T wwW Skamania and
Klickitat Cos.;
meadows

Sullivantia oregana T ww Columbia River
Gorge; exposed
rock

Tauschia hooveri* T EW shrub-steppe

Trifolium thompsonii T EwW Chelan and
Douglas Cos.;
grassland and
forest edge

* These species are unlikely to be affected by proposed HCP management plans. See
discussion below.

** The NHP status of Lathyrus torreyi was undetermined as of August 1996.

4.8.1 Summary of water resources and related influences on DNR-

managed lands in the North Puget Planning Unit No change
4.8.2 Summary of water resources and related influences on DNR-
managed lands in the South Puget Planning Unit No change
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4.8.3

managed lands in the Columbia Planning Unit

4.8.4

managed lands in the Straits Planning Unit

4.8.5

managed lands in the South Coast Planning Unit

4.8.6

managed lands in the Chelan Planning Unit

4.8.7

managed lands in the Yakima Planning Unit

4.8.8

managed lands in the Klickitat Planning Unit

4.8.9

managed lands in the OESF Planning Unit

4.8.10
4.8.11
4.8.12

Forest

4.9.1
4.9.2

nine HCP planning units

pg. 4-532 change Table 4.10.1:

Summary of water resources and related influences on DNR-
Summary of water resources and related influences on DNR-
Summary of water resources and related influences on DNR-
Summary of water resources and related influences on DNR-
Summary of water resources and related influences on DNR-
Summary of water resources and related influences on DNR-
Summary of water resources and related influences on DNR-
Water-quality-limited streams within (5) west-side planning units
Water-quality-limited streams within (3) east-side planning units

Water-quality-limited streams within the Olympic Experimental State

HCP planning units and major tribes associated with those lands
Types of archaeological and historic sites within the borders of DNR’s

No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change

No change

No change
No change

No change

Table 4.10.1: Aggregate harvest levels and-timber-retatedjobs;-by
alternative
Source: otat-tim
imWashington State. Department of Natural Resources 1996—€ontact
Timber Harvest!
TFetal Fimber-related labs’
Percent Percenf
Change in Change in
Alts. A51 Fimber-retated
Harvest IR
Alts. B, o
Alts. A, 1 2 Levels C,3 | AltsB2 | Harvest Levels?
Expected 724.7 776.0 +7.1% 14,9220 15,448 +35%
606.9 -16.3%
Low 471.0 582 +23.5% 9,699 +586 +18F%
455.2 -3.4%

! In millions of board feet

“Includes-direct,indirect;and-induced-employment-from-associated-harvesttevet. HCP Alternatives compared
with Alts. A, 1.

. orith NoActionral .
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pg. 4-533 - delete Table 4.10.2 and replace with:
Timber-related Job and Income Impacts, by Planning
Unit and Alternative

Total timber-related jobs and income are based on response

Table 4.10.2:

Source:

coefficients (jobs and income per million board feet of timber harvest)
developed for National Forest timber harvest levels in Washington
State. Contact Regional Economist, U.S. Forest Service, Strategic
Planning, Region 6 Office, Portland Oregon.

Total Timber-related jobs‘ Total Timber-related job i:l-‘come2
No No
Action | HCP Option B | HCP Option C || Action | HCP Option B | HCP Option C
Percent Percent|| ,000 ,000 | Percent| ,000 | Percent
Unit Jobs | Jobs |change’ | Jobs [change®||Dollars| Dollars| change® | Dollars chang__e:
West Side*:
expecte 13,671f 13,693 +0.2% 10,777 -21.2%]|f 378,683| 377,945 -0.2%| 294,805 -22.2%
n{_'_ : lmj 8,384 10270 +1S:6%_ 8;682__: '-.9.0?27""_f 246,144 2’83‘,459_' +15.2¢7§ 221,'-1‘6_4 -10.2%
East Side®:
expected| 3131 415 +32.6% 286 -8.7%| 7,084 9,380 +32.4%| 6,468 -8.7%
IJ_;-_ . low 204J 311 +52.5% 12.1'5 | +54% : 4;605 | 7,035 . -|;5.2.8% | 4,851 +5.4%
OESF:
expected| 938 1,340 +42.9% 579 -38.3% 24,9901 35,700 +42.9%| 15,427 -38.3%
low 610 1,005 _‘."1‘-;.,64.8% ; 434 -;2"8’.'-8%‘:-1_6,244 : .-2‘6,'775'-' +64.8%) 1 1,571 ;-_28;8\‘:79
14,92 15,448 35% 11,6420 -22.0%{ 410,757 423,025 3.0%| 316,7000 -22.9%
9.7001 3,586 19.4% ;8,73]. e‘l_,Q__.b%_ 266,993 31’7,269 18._8% 257,52 -11.0%

' Includes direct, indirect and induced employment from associated harvest levels.
?Includes direct, indirect, and induced employment income from associated harvest level.

* Specified Alternative compared with No Action alternative.
* Columbia, Straits, North Puget, South Puget and South Coast planning units.

3 Chelan, Yakima, and Klickitat planning units.
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Tables in Appendices

1

Vegetative zones of area covered by the HCP

2 Comparison of classification systems
3 Comparison of Seral Stage Structure and Vegetation
4 Estimates of forest cover on lands of different ownership in the Olympic
Experimental Forest area, July 1991
5 Complete list of model parameters and control variables used in spotted owl
simulations
6 Forest classifications used in GIS data
7 Landscape parameters and values
8 Values used in calculation of suitable spotted owl habitat threshold
9 Forest growth model used for projecting changes in national forest Late-
Successional Reserves
Figures
1-1  How this draft EIS is organized
4.2.1 Acres of potential spotted ow] habitat on DNR-managed lands in the five
west-side planning units
4.2.2 Distribution of territorial activity centers affecting DNR-managed lands in
the five west-side planning units
4.2.3 Amount of habitat on DNR-managed lands within territorial spotted owl
circles in the five west-side planning units
4.2.4 Age class distribution on DNR-managed lands from 1996 to 2096 -
Alternative A
4.2.5 Age class distribution within five west-side planning units under
Alternative B - 1996
4.2.6 Age class distribution within five west-side planning units under
Alternative B - 2046
4.2.7 Age class distribution within five west-side planning units under
Alternative B - 2096
4.2.8 Age class distribution within DNR NRF areas from 1996 to 2096 -
Alternative B
4.2.9 Age class distribution within DNR dispersal areas from 1996 to 2096 -
Alternative B
4.2.10 Mean detection rates (number of birds detected per survey morning) of
marbled murrelets at 151 sites surveyed in western Washington
compared to the calculated probability that each site is occupied
by marbled murrelets
4.2.11 The relationship between riparian ecosystem and DNR’s riparian
management zone
4.3.1 Schematic representation of the conceptual model for demographic
support
4.4.1 Schematic example of interior-core and exterior riparian buffers placed
on a stream in the OESF
4.4.2 Schematic example of a riparian buffer on a Type 5 channel
4.4.3 Example of riparian buffers currently being applied on a portion of the

Clallam River landscape to protect unstable channel banks and

No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change

No change

No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change

No change

No change
No change
No change

No change
No change
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4.4.4

4.4.5

4.4.6

4.4.7

4.4.8
4.49
4.4.10

4.4.11

adjacent hillslopes

Application of interior-core and exterior buffers to a segment of the
Clallam River and its tributaries

Comparison of interior-core and exterior buffers combined with buffers
designed in the field to protect mass-wasting sites

One possible example of a buffer configuration that results from
adjusting interior-core and exterior buffers to protect known
mass-wasting sites

Estimates of habitat capability for spotted owls of the Olympic
Experimental State Forest areas currently, and under the No Action,
Zoned Forest, and Unzoned Forest HCP alternatives

Hexagonal habitat map constructed to represent current conditions
Histogram of numeric distribution of site scores at year 100 derived from
hexagonal habitat map in Figure 4.4.8 (year 2094)

The numbers of suitable sites projected to result from each of the HCP
alternatives for the OESF

Time series of hexagonal habitat maps constructed for the No Action
alternative for the OESF

4.4.12 Time series of hexagonal habitat maps constructed for the Zoned Forest

4.4.13 Time series of hexagonal habitat maps constructed for the Unzoned Forest

4.4.14
la-c

2

Maps
Map 1
Map 2
Map 3
Map 4
Map 5
Map 6

Map 7
Map 8

Map 9

alternative for the OESF

alternative for the OESF

Projected trajectories of the Olympic Peninsula spotted owl

population

Nonlinear functions describing the relationship between spotted owl site
score (habitat quality) and certain parameters

Flow chart showing one yearly cycle through the spotted owl

population simulator

HCP Planning Area with Unit Boundaries

HCP Planning Units

Five West-side Planning Units

Olympic Experimental State Forest Planning Unit

Three East-Side Planning Units

Location of Uneven-Aged and Even-Aged Stands on
DNR-Managed Lands Covered by the HCP

Spotted Owl Conservation under Alternative A within the
North Puget Planning Unit

Spotted Owl Conservation under Alternative A within the
South Puget Planning Unit

Spotted Owl Conservation under Alternative A within the
Columbia Planning Unit

Map 10 Spotted Owl Conservation under Alternative A within the

Straits Planning Unit

No change

No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change
No change

No change

No change
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Map 11 Spotted Owl Conservation under Alternative A within the South
Coast Planning Unit No change

Map 12 Spotted Owl Conservation under Alternative B within the North
Puget Planning Unit

Refer to Appendix 3, Changes to DNR’s draft Habitat Conservation Plan, Map IV.1.

Map 13 Spotted Owl Conservation under Alternative B within the South
Puget Planning Unit

Refer to Appendix 3, Changes to DNR’s draft Habitat Conservation Plan, Map IV .2.

Map 14 Spotted Owl Conservation under Alternative B within the Columbia
Planning Unit

Refer to Appendix 3, Changes to DNR’s draft Habitat Conservation Plan, Map IV .3.

Map 15 Spotted Owl Conservation under Alternative B within the

Straits Planning Unit No change
Map 16 Spotted Owl Conservation under Alternative B within the

South Coast Planning Unit No change
Map 17 Spotted Owl Conservation under Alternative C within the

Straits Planning Unit No change
Map 18 Spotted Owl Conservation under Alternative C within the

South Coast Planning Unit No change
Map 19 Spotted Owl Conservation under Alternative A within the

Chelan Planning Unit No change
Map 20 Spotted Owl Conservation under Alternative A within the

Yakima Planning Unit No change
Map 21 Spotted Owl Conservation under Alternative A within the

Klickitat Planning Unit No change
Map 22 Spotted Owl Conservation under Alternative B within the

Chelan Planning Unit ’ No change
Map 23 Spotted Owl Conservation under Alternative B within the

Yakima Planning Unit No change

Map 24 Spotted Owl Conservation under Alternative B within the Klickitat
Planning Unit

Please refer to Appendix 3, Changes to DNR’s draft Habitat Conservation Plan, Map 4.6.

Map 25 Spotted Owl Conservation under Alternative C within the

Klickitat Planning Unit No change
Map 26 Current Land Cover from Satellite Imagery of the Olympic
Experimental State Forest Planning Unit No change

Map 27 Alternative 3 (Zoned Forest) within the Olympic
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Experimental State Forest Planning Unit No change
Map 28 Spotted Owl Conservation under Alternative 1 within the

Olympic Experimental State Forest Planning Unit No change
Map 29 HCP Planning Units and Spotted Owl Provinces No change
Map 30 Current Habitat Conditions on the Olympic Peninsula No change
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